Introduction
Modern scholars have presented many theories in an attempt to identify the driving force of Umayyad history. As far as the tribal conflict (<a~ab\ya) is concerned, they generally offered two exemplars: the tribal conflict paradigm and the ruling family paradigm. The tribal conflict paradigm basically concerns the conflict between the northern Arabs of Qays and the southern tribes of Yemen, while the ruling family conflict paradigm illustrates the conflicts among leading members of the ruling family that disrupted the existing system. The struggle between the princes and the way in which they exploited tribal discord to strengthen their power against one another was the central element in framing the course of history. 2 The internal struggles among members of the royal family in the later Umayyad period are seen as contributing to the fall of the dynasty. Wellhausen, Hugh Kennedy, and Hawting argue that the internal family conflict and the tribal conflict were intertwined. They also agree that the role of various members of the Umayyad royal family was decisive in shaping events in a particular direction but that most of the tribal conflicts emerged because of the backing of some important Umayyad family figures. 3 This paper is devoted to the study of the modern sources in order to determine how they interpret the role of tribal conflict in the disintegration of the Umayyad dynasty. Secondly, it focuses on an analysis of the role of tribalism in the fall of the Umayyads in the light of Gramsci"s theory of cultural hegemony.
There was rivalry between the different branches of the Umayyad family; competition for power was evident between brothers and cousins and each of them contested the leadership. It can thus be observed that the division among members of the royal family led to the division of the ruling elites. A series of clashes occurred between them which ultimately fractured the Empire completely. The Umayyads lost their tribal vigour and were consequently unable to maintain their rule and were replaced by a rival tribal group. Some modern scholars, for example

I
The tribal conflict paradigm traces the roots of tribal conflict in the ancient history of the Arabs where the northern Arabs of Qays and Southern Arabs of Yemen were the competing forces. The modern scholars illustrate their theory by explaining the historic tribal rivalries revealed in the chronicles especially in the history of al-^abar\. These tribal conflicts played a central role in the decline of the Umayyad. The early Umayyad rulers successfully maintained the tribal balance and used their power to strengthen the rule. However, the latter rulers after of Hish[m b. <Abd al-Malik (r. 105¦724-125¦743) failed to keep the balance of power among these tribal forces which ultimately led them to collapse.
1 Assistant Professor, The Public Authority for Applied Education and Training, Kuwait 2 For standard treatments of tribal politics, see Kennedy, Hugh, The Prophet and the age of the Caliphates: the Islamic Near East from the Sixth to the Eleventh Century (A History of the Near East.), (London: Longman, 1986 ); Hawting, G. R. The First Dynasty of Islam: The Umayyad Caliphate AD 661-750, (Worcester: Croom Helm Ltd., 1986) .Like Wellhausen, they intertwine tribal and family approaches. Note that Judd argues how, "in this conception, Umayyad is essentially reduced to a series of personal struggles between often flawed, occasionally tragic figures….while scholars disagree about whether the tribes or the princes propelled events, they generally agree that various Umayyad princes took sides in this struggle late in the Umayyads regime, sacrificing their elevated neutrality either out of necessity or as a result of their frantic competition for influence." Judd, Steven Clark, The Qays was the son of Mu#ar. This pre-Islamic division of Arabs was of great significance in the tribal hostilities that occurred during the Umayyad period. As Patricia Crone argues, "this division was of acute importance in the later Umayyad period in which the two descent groups would behave as rivals and engage in <a~abiyya "partisan behaviour"." 4 Contemporary scholars evaluated the tribal conflicts of the Northern and Southern tribes. In 1861 R. Dozy assessed the tribal feuds of the Arabs, arguing that the early Muslim Arabs had inherited the legacy and hostility of their predecessors from pagan times and therefore continued feuding even after they had adopted Islam. 5 However, Wellhausen argues that there was no tradition of hostility between the southern and northern Arabs in the pre-Islamic period; the starting point of the tribal antagonism was the conflict between the Kalb (a Yemen\ tribe) and Qays, during the Civil War of Marj R[hi% in 684 CE. 6 As an exponent of the tribal conflict paradigm, Jurj\ Zaydan evaluates a~ab\ya and its role during the Umayyad period. According to his accounts, the Yemen\-Mu#ar\ conflict was not a dominant feature during the R[shid]n period, arguing that <Al\"s strength was based on the An~[r and his Yemen\ supporters, whereas Mu<[w\ya gathered his vigour from his Quraysh\ adherents and his Yemen\ relatives. This meant that Yemen\s could be found in both parties. However, Mu<[w\ya had calculated his army and attempted to win the support of the Yemen\s with gifts and by encouraging relations with them. He also married within the tribe of Kalb, a branch of Yemen\ tribes. Thus, when he came to power, he enjoyed the allegiance of both the Mu#ar and Yemen tribes. After the death of Mu<[w\ya, the Yemen\s supported Yaz\d because he was their nephew on his mother"s side. However, the tribal conflict became evident after Yaz\d"s death. The Yemen\s supported the Umayyads while Ibn Zubayr"s strength was based on his Qays ancestry, which was a branch of Mu#ar.
The battle of Marj Rahi%, according to Zaydan, was an excellent example of the Yemen-Mudar conflict. The Mu#ar supported Ibn Zubayr while Yemen fought for Marw[n in the battle. After this battle, the tribal conflict remained a dominant feature of the Umayyad period. The Yemen\s remained loyal to <Abd al-Malik while the Mu#ar continued their hostility towards the Umayyads. When <Abd al-Malik consolidated his rule, then the Mu#ar also accepted his authority but remained consistently hostile across the Arab Empire. Zaydan notes that everywhere the two factions were represented, and each got the upper hand alternatively, with the changes in Caliphs, governors, and lieutenants. The Mudarite governor would promote Mudarites, the Yemen\te Yemenites. The balance was perpetually shifting. This distinction was of great importance in every branch of the administration, and even affected the appointment and dismissal of Caliphs, governors. 7 In Zaydan"s view, the Yemen remained the vital force in Umayyad rule and the Qays always played a marginal role. Power shifted to the Qays during the time of Hish[m b. <Abd al-Malik, and the Qays became partisans of the Umayyad. After his death, when al-Wal\d b. Yaz\d, whose mother was a Qays\, acceded to power, they gathered more strength. Zaydan considers that the tribal conflict reached its zenith in this period. Marw[n b. Mu+ammad organized the Mu#ar\ forces to avenge the death of al-Wal\d b. Yaz\d. The Mu#ar\s supported Marw[n while the Yemen\s assisted the <Abbasids. Zaydan argues that the dignity of the Quraysh remained established during the Umayyad period. They were mainly divided between the Umayyad and H[shimid families. It seems that Zaydan divided the Quraysh on a tribal basis. The H[shimids were powerful in |ij[z while the Umayyads were strong in Syria. Thus, the H[shimid and Umayyad families both had a prestigious position among the rest of the Arabs. As illustrated above, the Arabs were chiefly divided between the Yemen and Mu#ar, and within these two factions were further divided into sub-sections.
Zayd[n argues that whenever a conflict arose between the Yemen and Mu#ar in a province, the central government in Damascus used to appoint a Quraysh\ to resolve the issue. Zayd[n considers that this reflects the eminence of the Quraysh\s over other tribes. 8 Zayd[n believes that clan-feeling was one of the foundations of Umayyad politics, arguing that the Umayyad came to power through "the clan-feeling of the Kurashites, and pressing into their service the other clan-feelings." 9 Umayyad rule was based on the clan-patriotism of the Quraysh and on winning partisans. With the expansion of the state, this policy could not deliver the required results and it caused the fragmentation of society which ultimately led to its disintegration and revolts, 10 and tribal rivalries appeared this context. The Qays favoured Marw[n b. Mu+ammad while the Yemen\s supported the c Abbāsids in their struggle against the Umayyads. Thus factionalism, according to Zaydan, was the most important factor in the demise of the Umayyads. The later Umayyad rulers failed to maintain the equilibrium between the power structure of the Qays\s and Yemen\s. The Yemen\s, who had once been the primary military strength of the Umayyads disassociated themselves from Umayyad rule and supported the opponents of the Umayyads. 11
Wellhausen also regards tribal factionalism as one of the most important factors in the fall of the Umayyads, and his book, The Arab Kingdom and Its Fall,is one of the most substantial works in the field and has had a considerable impact on subsequent studies. According to Wellhausen"s investigations, pre-Islamic conflict between the Qays and Kalb incited the rebellions that occurred during the early history of the Muslims, and he traces the origin of such conflicts and rebellions from the historic conflict of Marj R[hi% in the <Abd al-Malik period. 12 He also asserts that the Umayyads" inability to present a substitute for the pre-Islamic <asab\ya meant that the Arab tribes weakened their strength by fighting each other. This continuous tribal strife weakened the unity of the Arabs and the Arab cause was badly damaged. On the other hand, the conquerors attempted to unite among themselves by forging alliances with those who were in opposition to the Umayyads. G. R. Hawting attempts to justify Wellhausen"s thesis, asserting that his own work "is certainly not intended to supersede The Arab Kingdom". 13 However, he argues that it was not only tribal conflict but also conflict within the royal family that led to the Umayyads" decline. Hish[m"s successors could not resolve the conflict of the third fitna. The tribal conflict emerged initially because of the conflict within the royal family, but once it started it could not be stopped, even after the establishment of Marw[n"s rule. Hawting claims that the Kalb tribe of Yemen\ origin supported Sulaym[n against Marw[n, but even when Sulaym[n was defeated, the Kalb did not cease to struggle against the pro-Qays\ government of Marw[n and instead joined the c Abbāsids. 14 Hawting asserts that the conflict among members of the royal family weakened the state and its opponents; in other words the Kh[warij and Shi<\s combined their forces against the Umayyads. He confirms the central role of conflict in the royal family in the demise of the Umayyad rule. 15 Gabrieli considers that al-Wal\d II harboured personal animosity against Kh[lid al-Qasr\. However 21 Moreover,he identifies the decentralised structure of the Umayyad administration as one of the significant factors in the demise of the Umayyads. The central government of Damascus was dependent on the financial share given to it by the semi-autonomous provinces, and the central government had, moreover, to rely upon the Syrian army which had lost its strength after the death of al-Wal\d II. 22 Dennett concludes that the <Abb[sid movement was not the real cause of the Umayyad fall; rather, it was the destruction of the traditional Syrian army that gave the c Abbāsids the opportunity to destroy Umayyad rule. 23 Like Dennett, Shaban also criticises some of Wellhausen"s assertions, arguing that Wellhausen interpreted all the important events of the Umayyad period in the context of pre-Islamic tribal conflicts, whereas socio-economic interests were the driving force behind the events. He further asserts that it is illogical to explain all events on the basis of Arab tribal jealousies without considering their ability to adjust to new socio-political conditions. 24 Shaban believes that these socio-economic interests played an important role in shaping events, from the tribal conflict to the conflict among members of royal family, 25 Shaban notes that the tribal rivalries were in fact based on the policy of war. The Qays\s were in favour of expansion, while the Yemen\s were against the expansionist policy and demanded the conferring of equal rights for the maw[l\ and assimilation with the local population. The Yemen\s" policy of assimilation was fascinating to the Arab settlers as it secured their economic interests. Thus, the opponents of Umayyad rule, particularly the <Abb[sids, initiated their movement on the issue of equal rights and the assimilation of non-Arabs into the Muslim community. Shaban argues that the socio-economic interest of various tribes played a significant role in the fall of the Umayyads, and that "it is absurd to interpret this conflict as simply a tribal squabble" 27 rather the tribes of Qays¦Mu#ar and Yemen standing for political parties of the Marw[n\d period (684-750CE). The Mu#ar\s were the adherents of an expansionist policy of the state and were not in favour of the assimilation of non-Arabs. On the other hand, the Yemen\s were against the policy of expansion in favour of the assimilation of non-Arabs. Although the Yemen\s governed Iraq during Hish[m"s period they were finally marginalised and ousted from state affairs. These Yemen\s agitated against al-Wal\d b. Yaz\d and favoured Yaz\d b. al-Wal\d. During the period of the 740s, Shaban argues, the <a~ab\ya between the Yemen\s and Mu#ar\s governors reached in its zenith. The Qays\s gathered around Marw[n II and upheld his authority and as a result, the Yemen\ joined the Abbasids to achieve their political objectives. 28 In Shaban"s view, both the tribal conflict and the ruling family conflict paradigms were artificial. In fact, the imperial policy paradigm played a central role in shaping events during that period. He focused particularly on the expansionist policy and the treatment of non-Muslims, and according to him, the Qays and Yemen were convenient labels for parties with different policies regarding the rule of the empire. On the basis of the above discussion, it is clear that Shaban disagrees with Wellhausen"s argument. 29 Patricia Crone, another expert on the Umayyad period, asserts that Shaban"s argument that the Mu#ar and Yemen were political parties is a fallacy and that they were basically tribal groups rather than political parties. She argues that, practically all belonged to the parties to which their nisbas assigned them; membership to the supposed political parties was overwhelmingly determined by descent. What is more, exceptions are hard to come by before the Civil War: in <a~abiyya on behalf of, or between Qays¦Mu#ar and Yemen before 744, the protagonists seem always to have sided with the party to which they belonged by descent. 30 Crone presented detailed accounts of the governors of the Umayyad period. The data shows, contrary to Shaban"s argument, that the Qays¦Mu#ar and Yemen were not political parties on the basis of their differences of opinion regarding an expansionist policy or assimilation. The Marw[nids appointed governors from both tribes without any discrimination. 31 Crone"s work is considered to be the best critique of Shaban"s thesis regarding the interest groups who based their argument on the tribal conflicts. She argues that Shaban"s thesis invalid. In this context, she also refers to Wellhausen who argued that there was no documentary evidence regarding the conflict between the northern and southern tribes prior to the battle of Marj R[hi% (684 CE). 32 She further criticises Shaban"s argument that the rivalry between Qays¦Mu#ar and Yaman is unlikely to have remained a purely tribal episode during the Umayyad era. 33 Shaban asserts that these tribal groups were basically political parties of the Marw[nid period (684-750 CE). The Qays supported the programme of military expansion and the segregation of Arabs and non-Arabs, whereas the Yemen were against the expansionist policy and demanded the assimilation of non-Arab converts to Islam in Muslim society. Shaban argues that the majority of the Marw[nid caliphs appointed Qays\ governors for their expansionist policy except those who were not enthusiastic about expansion, like Sulaym[n and <Umar b. <Abd al<Az\z. Shaban maintains that Hish[m also reduced the Yaman\ role in politics, particularly after the dismissal of Kh[lid al-Qasr\. Consequently, the Yemenis staged a coup against al-Wal\d II and installed Yaz\d III to the throne in 744. The Yemenis were defeated again by Marw[n II who came into power with the help of Qays\s. At this stage, the Yemenis supported the <Abb[sids, who were in favour of the policy of assimilation of Arab and non-Arab in Islam. 34 Crone criticises Shaban"s argument and, having collected data about all the governors appointed during the Umayyad period which suggested that there was no particular policy in that respect, asserts that the historical sources do not validate his analysis.
Shaban"s argument seems valid only for the time of the third fitna, 35 when Yaz\d III's power was exclusively based on Yemen while Marw[n was completely dependent on the Qays\ forces. 36 Crone also rejects Shaban"s assertion regarding Sulaym[n"s non-expansionist approach, arguing that Sulaym[n continued the foreign and expansionist policies of his predecessors. 28Ibid., 119ff, 123, 142, 156, 157. 29 Similarly, the policy of conquering western India was carried out without any change during the period of Sulaym[n. 37 Contrary to Shaban"s opinion, Crone asserts that Yaz\d III"s reforms were basically "Qadarite convictions than his Yemen\ associations and this is the one and only occasion on which a convergence between Qadarism and Yemenism is attested." 38 Blankinship, another revisionist, extends Shaban"s argument in a simplistic manner, arguing that in contrast to the tribal conflict paradigm, the change in imperial policy damaged the state which had been established as a Jih[d state since the early period of Islam. Military expansion against the unbeliever was not only a financial source for the state but also conferred authority and legitimacy to rule; thus the failure of jih[d\ expansionist policies on the external front gave rise to the internal problems of the regime. 39 Blankinship maintains that Hish[m"s successors attempted to reform the jih[d policy and introduced many programmes to overcome the losses but it was too late to save the caliphate. The Umayyad army had to face a series of military defeats by non-Muslims during Hish[m"s reign which led the Umayyads into a serious financial crisis and a weakening of the Syrian army. Pre-existing tribal and provincial rivalries simply intensified the situation. 40 Blankinship blames Hish[m b. <Abd al-Malik for the fall of the caliphate because he continued his expansionist policies throughout his regime on almost all frontiers without observing the consequences, nor did the expansionist policy generated much to meet the military expenses. Consequently, the Umayyad caliphate became "a hollow shell, ruined by the expense its military excesses claimed in lives and wealth." 41 Blankinship mentions many unsuccessful campaigns which placed an enormous fiscal burden on the state and required the imposition of heavy taxes to meet the army"s requirements, and argues that continuous engagement in war weakened the Syrian army. The Mu#ar\ tribal forces of the Jaz\ra, who had been deprived of power around sixty years earlier in the battle of Marj R[hit in 684 AD, took the opportunity to assert its own power. 46 and considers that that the removal of al-Wal\d by force had undermined the principles of succession: moreover, the Umayyads also lost their religious authority. 47 He maintained that al-Wal\d II"s death was the immediate cause of the demise of the Umayyads" rule since the tribal feuds among the Qays and Yemen that had been suppressed during Hish[m"s reign reemerged, which resulted in the destruction of the rule. 48 Kennedy affirms the controversial personality of Yaz\d III, who has been considered as either a virtuous reformer or a barefaced opportunist, and considers that tribal factionalism was one of the most important factors in the demise of Umayyad rule. He framed his discussion of the third civil war in terms of tribal animosities, with the Qays-Yemen conflict as its prominent feature, since Marw[n suppressed the Yemen\s with the help of his Qays\ alliance. 49 Kennedy also argued that the Umayyad dynasty declined and disintegrated because it lacked religious authority, 50 and that good education played a central role in the rise and success of the Thaqafis under the Umayyads. 51 Thus, Kennedy considers tribal conflict, economic crisis and the lack of religious authority of the late Umayyads as the significant factors in the fall of the Umayyads.
III
The modern scholars are, as noted, divided into two groups: the modern classical and the revisionist scholars. The modern classical scholars, including Zaydan and Wellhausen, consider that the tribal conflict between the Yemen and Mu#ar played a central role in the decline of the Umayyads. The tribal conflict and breakdown of the traditional authority of the Syrian army provided an opportunity for the <Abb[sid revolution. The revisionists on the other hand, including Dennett, Gabrieli, G.R. Hawting, Crone, Shaban and Kennedy, identify multiple factors that played a role in the decline of the Umayyads. They believe the paradigms of tribal conflict and conflict within the Umayyad house are intertwined and cannot be separated. Shaban and Crone present the tribal conflict and conflict within the house of the Umayyads in modern terms. Shaban argues that the Yemen and Mu#ar were political parties and had their distinctive political agendas, whereas Crone"s work is an attempt to reject Shaban"s thesis. However, both agree that the tribal conflict played an important role in the decline of the Umayyads.
IV-The Role of Tribal Conflict in the Umayyad Fall and Gramsci's Theory of Cultural Hegemony
Gramsci"s theory of hegemony was constructed in the context of modern Western Europe. He argues that the hegemony of one group over society is based on consent; while coercion is applied occasionally on a small group of people at the time of rebellion. Gramsci"s theory of cultural hegemony is also applicable to an analysis of the phenomenon of tribalism during the Umayyad period. It would be helpful to determine the role of tribalism in undermining the authority of the Umayyads, and Gramsci"s theory is highly relevant to an analysis of the tribal context of the Umayyads. They established their authority on the basis of their tribal strength and their capacity to make agreements and coalitions with their opponents. They extended their rule because of their strategy of coalitionbuilding with coercion. The Yemen tribes of Syria were their traditional power base among the masses as well as in the armed forces.
However, the early Umayyads had been careful to root their power amongst conflicting tribes in different parts of the dynasty and as such, they attracted interest groups of tribes and religious elites from all provinces into their political structure. In the Umayyads" historical perspective, the agreement between Mu<[wiya and |asan was an attempt to unify the Arab Kingdom under one hegemon. Through this reconciliation, the Syrian political elite came to dominate the united dynasty.
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Journal of Islamic Studies and Culture, Vol. 6, No. 1, June 2018 Thus, it can be observed that Mu<[wiya"s project of reconciliation was a hegemonic strategy. He consolidated his authority by combining consent with coercion. In a tribal society, he attempted to respect tribal norms in order to win over the masses. He maintained equilibrium between the conflicting and hostile tribes without ignoring the centrality of Syrian political and military elites. Thus, he constructed a hegemonic bloc that was able to integrate divergent tribes and groups of diverse interest. The Marw[nids inherited this legacy from Mu<[wiya. They also came into power with the assistance of Syrian Yemen tribes and they also carried out Mu<[wiya"s strategy; hence, they achieved hegemony because of their successful strategy of reconciliation and agreements. Thus, the masses accepted their hegemony with consent; however, when required, they took coercive measures.
Gramsci unfolds his concept of cultural hegemony by explaining the role of civil society. It is pertinent to understand the concept of civil society in order to explain how it is relevant to the study of the Umayyads. Gramsci distils Marxist theory through devising his ideas of "hegemony" and the "manufacture of consent". 52 He observes that society in capitalist states is divided into two sections: a political society which rules through force, and civil society which rules through consent. Gramsci"s concept of civil society differs from the modern concept of civil society according to which the public sector is voluntary and non-governmental organisations are considered to be civil society. Gramsci views civil society as a public sphere wherein political parties and trade unions acquire consciousness from the bourgeois state which serves as a vehicle to shape the ideas and beliefs for the public. The ideas of the bourgeoisie are propagated through media, universities, and religious institutions in order to "manufacture consent". Thus the bourgeoisie maintain their hegemony when the civil society accepts their ideas as a norm of their cultural identities. Gramsci refers to hegemony as a form of control exercised by the dominant class. According to Marxist theory, the dominant class is a group which controls the means of production, and the subordinate class is a group of workers, the proletariat, who are compelled to sell their labour in order to survive. However, Gramsci argues that through moral and intellectual leadership, the dominant class has created a dominant culture which helps it to assert its authority over the subordinate class ethically, without coercion, while the subordinate class extends its consent and accepts an inferior position.
The concept of civil society is difficult to understand in the tribal structure. Perhaps the poets, religious scholars, and tribal leaders are part of civil society, even in a tribal set-up. These religious and tribal leaders play the role of the intellectuals to convince the masses to support the ruling class. Gramsci"s theory of hegemony is greatly relevant to the present study, particularly in the context of the relationship between civil society and the state. Gramsci recognizes the potential of the civil society to support or to threaten the state. He suggests that where there is a weak and divided civil society, "a war of movement" is necessary to capture the state. A war of movement means a military struggle. In the absence of a strong civil society, the state cannot significantly maintain its control over matters; and the state has to use coercive apparatus to maintain its authority. However, where the civil society is strong and complex, and the ideology of the state is deeply embedded in the institutions, the use of coercive power can be limited because the civil society convinces the majority of the people to extend their support to the ruling class with consent.
The sharp division between the Yemen and Mu#ar tribes was a challenge for the ruling Umayyad elites. Both tribes attempted to have a maximum share in authority. The success of the early Umayyads was based on their strategy of a balance of power between the hostile tribes. In Gramscian terms, this is explained as the "national-popular" dimension of hegemony, requiring "the unification of a variety of different social forces into a broad alliance expressing a national popular collective will." 53 Further, the state"s ideology is significant in establishing the hegemony of the ruling class. Gramsci asserts that ideology must be capable of serving the interests of the ruling class. The ruling class always attempts to mobilize and encourage the intellectuals to transmit the state"s ideology among the masses to win their support in its favour. 3 Gramsci believes that political movements devise various strategies to seize or maintain state power in different environments. He compares the success of Lenin in the Russian revolution with the possibilities of revolution in states in Western Europe. Socialist ideology and strategy were latent in the Russian context but remained unsuccessful in Western Europe where the capitalist ideology had a consensual basis combined with the state"s coercive apparatus.
